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"SUBMISSION III: 
 
Crucial unanswered questions and missing data remain from the 2024, 
second Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) by INSW, passed by the 
Department of Planning, for the 'Revitalisation' of the Powerhouse 
Museum Ultimo (PHM U), especially concerning (A) total project cost 
(TPC), (B) Business Case (BC), (C) carbon-load (CL) and (D) total heritage 
destruction (THD) of the 1988 Wran adaptive reuse Powerhouse Museum- 
Ultimo (PHM U) project, demonstrating core issues like bureaucratic 
untruths, obfuscation, misdirection, failure to respond to legal 
requirements, failure to answer questions about the EIS failings and 
failure to meet Treasury requirements, among many headings. These are 
all entirely relevant to the final decision by the Department of Planning to 
destroy (THD) the 1988 Wran Museum Project, which has just occurred. 
 
This destructive agency and knowledge applies to Minister Graham's 
Department (especially Create NSW) and various of his portfolios; and 
'public servants' at the Ministries of Planning and  Heritage; and the 
Museum of Applied Arts and Sciences. 
 
CONTEXT: 
 
This document is based on the submission in respect of my 2024 PHM U, EIS number II, 
to the Department of Planning, and also to my submission to that Department after the 
'Modifications' EIS was exhibited this May, supported by the NABR document- a 
complete charade- in 2025. These are the key project controlling and enabling 
documents facilitating the THD of PHM U. It is not 'relegislating' the contents and 
findings of the two previous Inquiries chaired by the Hon. Robert Borsak, MLC, in earlier 
years (2016-2022). It is in support of key comments in my submission number I of 14 
November, 2025 to the present Inquiry which is an 'umbrella' document, with various 
supporting statements which in Submissions II and this one- III- are outlined in greater 
detail. 
 
It is written just after the Department of Planning waived through the 'Modifications' 
2025 addendum EIS which is now leading to the complete destruction of all 
1988 Wran Heritage structures and adaptive reuse interventions, as noted in the 
following: 
 
'The Executive Director of the NSW Department of Planning and Environment has 

now approved Infrastructure NSW’s “Powerhouse Ultimo Modification 1” (SSD-
67588459-Mod-1), which proposes the complete demolition of all Wran-era additions 
to the Powerhouse Museum — the Wran Building and the Galleria — and their 
replacement with approximate, (smaller, faux) brick-clad replicas. 
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https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/projects/powerhouse-ultimo-
modification-1-additional-demolition-and-rebuild-wran-building-removal-loading-dock-
and-other-internal-and-external-changes 
  
The modification to the previously approved “Heritage Revitalisation” SSD (2024-see 
above) will now, almost certainly, be “recommended” to the Planning Minister, who 
will, almost certainly, swiftly “determine” (approve) it, allowing (complete) heritage 
demolition to begin.' 
 
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?q=Dev%20Bisht#search/Save/WhctKLbmtMDhVLxc
GWpJDJmXGddpjmsPhLcZQkKGjrKhBvFXslMDbssNbNMHwXVclvbRwdb?compose=gw
sLhwQZFrQKCKXcMXxDCHtVHCWwPZmnPZcgHvgChSgQlXlFHlhjFcNxwnQBHKhVZfW
ZQXQqCQmRnXqgWrDqKLsbBXgFCXKvzXLHmKfSWddjNsHFQbPclJdwdcQQpfPkNxPJ
dntGFNCGkVjhNPCSNzthCSxFDhKmvGtZDQXzgshVflLhTFvQkfgFFRDXlKhjZnQTBcCCx
xTrCPxMCtNTQcHBZGpJGknCGxcvNhMwcCxwfwCcNJVhvdrrXgdRmdgZbgzJdDTdjpXzs
MGpsnxjzljwTmmQGrtSdZqfDNnLZqRGZKHrqZvRcthXjmDKSpkxkDvBvWQlNfZFsqCXFs
txwQfHbkRkkXTSKqb 
 
Prior and during the second previous Inquiry it was basically unthinkable that we 
would have reached this level of total heritage destruction (THD), especially given 
the Minister's repeated public statements (2023- 2024) that PHM U would be 
restored and brought back to its full dynamic as a completely updated MAAS type 
museum. 
 
INTRODUCTION: 
 
My Submission I to the current Inquiry, of 14 November 2025, traverses a wide range of 
issues and poses or suggests an equally wide range of potential questions for the 
Committee to consider- all of which can be solidified, if asked, by this writer. The 
attached document was unavailable on the Planning Department's website for some 
time on or about the 14 November, 2025, so an unavoidable delay has occurred with 
this Submission III. This was exacerbated by the forensic detail and complexity of my 
2024 EIS rebuttal submission (attached, as noted). Consequently, this cover document 
aims to highlight key segments and issues in support of my Submission I of 14 
November, 2025 to this Inquiry as contained in this 2024 rebuttal document. The issues 
remain entirely current and bureaucratically inexcusable.. 
 
Government's overall intent of its 2024 EIS II and 2025 'Modifications' documents was 
to ultimately permit THD and substitute a costly, unnecessary and architecturally 
fatuous fake replica of the original Wran Building and Galleria- which also happens to 
be significantly smaller than the original heritage structures. These documents also 
make it clear that all internal 1988 Power/Boiler Halls  museum interventions will be 
demolished at great cost and massive additional carbon load, added to that derived 
from demolition of the Wran Building and Galleria and the unnecessary new, carbon-
intensive replica build. 
 
Unlike the 1988 project only three large keystone objects will be integrated in 
the PHM U 'Revitalisation' project instead of the over 50 major objects in transport, 

https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/projects/powerhouse-ultimo-modification-1-additional-demolition-and-rebuild-wran-building-removal-loading-dock-and-other-internal-and-external-changes
https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/projects/powerhouse-ultimo-modification-1-additional-demolition-and-rebuild-wran-building-removal-loading-dock-and-other-internal-and-external-changes
https://www.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/major-projects/projects/powerhouse-ultimo-modification-1-additional-demolition-and-rebuild-wran-building-removal-loading-dock-and-other-internal-and-external-changes
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/CccQC5QDQyIgqvRqhzflCkyWhh?domain=mail.google.com
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engineering, flight, space, creativity and so forth which constitute core elements 
(along with the decorative arts and design) of MAAS collections. The PHMU will no 
longer be a museum and the staff has been hollowed out so that core specialised 
knowledge has mainly been lost- both in curators and in the wonderful volunteers. 
 
Minister Graham is fully aware of this, as is the MAAS Board and the CEO Ms. Havilah, 
but they continue to gaslight the public in maintaining that the MAAS collections will be 
adequately represented in integrated and clearly- explained narratives, supported by 
interactives when PHM U reopens- date unspecified and Operational Budget diverted to 
the Parramatta PHM (no Business Case for either, of any merit).. This is classic 
'gaslighting' and misdirection. Create NSW is also entirely aware of this and the THD, as 
is INSW, the Department of Planning, the Heritage Council and relevant Ministers. They 
claim otherwise, so representatives should be called for questioning at this Inquiry. The 
THD issues were why the City of Sydney and the National Trust lodged strong, explicit 
and firm objections to the 'Modification' document earlier this year- brushed aside by 
INSW and falsely justified in the NABR report paid for by INSW- a masterpiece of 

bureaucratic jargon-: 
 
(https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getCo
ntent?AttachRef=EXH-87869456%2120250924T094423.108%20GMT 
See also: 
Despite universal opposition, the Executive Director, Housing and Key Sites 
Assessments, under delegation from the Minister for Planning and public spaces has 
now APPROVED Infrastructure NSW’s “Powerhouse Ultimo Modification 1” (SSD-
67588459-Mod-1). 
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getCon
tent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035336.597%20GMT 
  
The SSD Assessment 
Report https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/
getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-
1%2120251118T035337.112%20GMT attached to the “Recommendation” is 
another masterpiece of bureaucratic jargon.) 
 
The current official process is merely the predetermined course of action and 
decision making- despite sundry rebuttals, objections and criticisms- being 
followed by the bureaucrats with apparently little Ministerial direction or oversight. 
Only this Committee can provide a modicum of the latter. 
 
In this submission, after the following Recommendations, there is a directory and 
summary of points (A) to (D) above with page references to my 2024 EIS rebuttal 
document (attached) and discussed above. Where appropriate, additional comments 
are made regarding a few more issues where they clarify this account; and where they 
may suggest questions which the Committee might consider, while possibly asking for 
greater clarity from this writer. 
 
This submission is not 're-legislating the past'. Instead it exposes, in detail, how a 
rampant, self-serving bureaucracy has played Minister after Minister- some willing, 

https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-87869456%2120250924T094423.108%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-87869456%2120250924T094423.108%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035336.597%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035336.597%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035337.112%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035337.112%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=SSD-67588459-MOD-1%2120251118T035337.112%20GMT
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some oblivious- into supporting the Total Heritage Destruction of Neville Wran's 
1988 world class museum project- the Powerhouse Museum Ultimo- and 
substituting a much smaller footprint of display space with a now, partly- fake, 
vacuous entertainment and events centre. 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
i)  That Alan Croker, of Design 5 (national expert), be asked to attend as a witness about 
THD and alternative, correct options and be retained to do a brief written report on the 
heritage implications of the PHM U, THD and the NABR report (D). 
II) That Parliamentary staff engaged in this Inquiry, its processing and eventual report be 
asked to clarify and summarise key points from my three submissions for the 
Committee's attention, prior to December 10, 2025 (A-D). 
III) That Slatterys representatives (Government cost and carbon load experts) be asked 
to attend as witnesses and the firm be asked to submit a summary report on the carbon 
load both of Powerhouse Parramatta (PHM P) and PHM U, so the facts currently and 
improperly being hidden by the bureaucrats and MAAS be established for both the 
Committee's and public consumption (B and C). 
iv) That the Committee seeks to have a majority of the Upper Chamber force 
Government to release the updated PHM P Business Case and the completely hidden 
PHM U Business Case, as was done in 2018-9 for the 2018 PHM P Business Case.(B) 
v) That the Committee seeks to have a majority of the Upper Chamber force 
Government to release the updated Total Project Costs for PHM U, PHM P, Castle Hill 
storage facility including land acquisition, all consultant fees to date, all associated 
costs (collection move, conservation, planning, exhibit development, etc.- more detail 
can be supplied), ensuring ALL COSTS are included which have been or are allocated 
from Capital and Consolidated Revenue in the past ten (2014/5-2025/6) and forward for 
five years ( 2026-2031) (A and B). 
vi) That the CEO of MAAS, the COO/CFO of MAAS and other appropriate staff and 
Creative Associates be required to attend in early 2026 as witnesses.(A -D). 
vii) That the current CEO of Sydney's Living Museums, previously CEO of Create NSW, 
be required to attend as a witness (A-D) 
viii) That appropriate current 'public servants' from Treasury, INSW, Create NSW, and 
Departments of Planning and Heritage be required to attend as witnesses (A-D) 
viii) That appropriate representatives of Sydney City Council- including Ms. Beck 
Dawson an expert on Museum sustainability and carbon load reduction at Sydney City 
Council- and of the National Trust, be asked to attend as witnesses (B,C and D). 
ix) That the issue of how PHM P and PHM U fit into the Music, Entertainment and Night 
Time Economy plans for Greater Sydney currently being developed by Michael 
Rodrigues at a cost to the State of $27 million be discussed with Mr. Rodrigues? (See 
Guardian Weekly, 21 November, 2025, pages 26-27) 
x) That in regards to the loss of core expertise at MAAS the Committee consider calling 
Ms. Jennifer Sanders, Mr. Andrew Grant and Ms. Grace Cochrane as witnesses. 
xi) That in regards to the broader architectural and heritage context, and this 
Government's legislated and actioned intent to demolish NSW heritage assets the 
Committee considers calling Ms. Elizabeth Farrelly, a leading expert on this and related 
subjects. 
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xii) That Parliamentary staff engaged in this Inquiry, its processing and eventual report, 
be asked to clarify and very briefly summarise key points from the two previous, 
relevant Inquiries (chaired by the Hon. Robert Borsak, MLC.) for the Committee's 
attention, prior to December 10, 2025 (A-D) 
 
Detailed, forensic analysis based on the attached and related 
documents: 
 
As Mr. Alan Croker, of Design 5, and I have written about the PHM U project described in 
the two 2024 EIS: 
 
(Sharp) 'This second EIS is the 'work' product of a sprawling morass of Public Servants 
and consultants whose purpose is succinctly described in this excerpt: 
 
(Croker) 'The process that has resulted in this proposal has been fatally flawed from the 
beginning, being driven by an agenda to dismantle and destroy the museum, an 
investigation and decision-making process that had little to no transparency AND the 
unwillingness of a new government to call out and rectify these errors. …' 
 
Mr. Croker wrote at greater length in his response to the first PHMU EIS of 2024: 
 
''This ‘Powerhouse Ultimo Revitalisation’ proposal almost completely erases the 
Powerhouse Museum and the intangible and innate connection between the buildings 
and spaces, AND the collection, and what is not erased is entombed in new structure to 
conceal it........ 
… if approved, this SSD proposal will set a dangerous precedent for heritage 
conservation and adaptive reuse in this state. 
If executed, this proposal could well be regarded as one of NSW’s greatest acts of 
vandalism to a publicly owned and funded cultural institution this century. 
This SSD MUST NOT be approved.' 
 
(NB: 2,3,4,6,7,9,19,21,27- numbers throughout relating to Secretary of Planning's 
Regulations )'. 
 
Mr.Croker's succinct summation remains even more accurate 
for 2014, EIS, version II. 
 
C) Carbon load of PHM U - not calculated as required by the Secretary of Planning's 
Regulations: (2024 EIS II RESPONSE, LGS, pages 4-5, attached) 
 
'2.2) The Slattery's 'Embodied Emissions NABERS Form' completely inadequate and 
inherently misleading, part I: 
(9) 
This is a classic of incomplete information, presumably at the direction of the client- 
the NSW Government- in that: 
 
a) It does not include/disclose actual calculations of the embodied carbon emissions in 



6 
 

new materials*, so it is impossible to deduce how many tens of thousands of tonnes of 
additional carbon load will be imposed on the environment in the new construction- 
thereby permitting further calculations of how long the so-called 'six star operational 
performance' at PHM U, will take to 'write off' or offset this massive, unnecessary 
carbon load (9) 
* These materials include concrete/cement, glass, steel, aluminium and brick- the 
most carbon-heavy building material - among others, all of which are carbon-loaded 
and unsustainable (9) 
b) It does not include calculations of the  carbon load of transporting the materials to 
the site or of the actual construction 
c) It does not take into account the massive carbon load of moving out 99% of the 
collections 
d) It does not take into account the carbon load of massively increased carbon output- 
even with EVs (construction materials/manufacturing)- of transport vehicles and their 
future operations between three (not two) sites, plus the increased carbon loads of 
staff moving between those sites- or indeed the $ cost of those vehicles and the 
packaging and increased staff time due to three distant locations- or end of life battery 
sustainability issues. 
e) It does not include the vandalistic destruction of all the embodied carbon in the 
Glendenning-designed, adaptive reuse interventions for the 1988 Wran museum 
project in the original Power Station structures at Ultimo- to include actual demolition 
carbon outputs and the carbon load of transporting away to distant waste sites the 
resulting rubble (9) 
f) It evades the salient issue that virtually none of the above embodied carbon 
emissions load (new or old) is either essential or desirable and makes a mockery of this 
Government's claims to being a responsible manager of projects within a claimed 
excellent 'sustainability' envelope and regime (9) 
 
Instead this NABERS tissue of inadequacy- despite Slattery's undoubted 
professional skills able to calculate (a) to (f) above if asked to do so- leaves 
completely unanswered the TOTAL EMBODIED CARBON EMISSIONS/CAPITAL of 
the so-called 'Revitalisation' project. (9) 
 
This is a 'Revitalisation' of a cadaver of old and new bits and pieces juiced up with a 
zillion carbon heavy, unnecessary volts.' 
 
A) The Total Project Cost data (TPC) for PHM U are laughably incomplete, 
misleading and - frankly- bureaucratic untruths- another masterpiece of 
bureaucratic jargon:  
The following is forensic in detail but the implications and conclusions are 
inescapable and remain core to this Committee's stated objectives: 
 
(My 2024 EIS II rebuttal pages 5-7) 
 
'The Slattery ' Project Cost' seems another slippery lacuna- failing in a number of ways. 
It has changed since the first version of the 2024 EIS. 
That version was disavowed by Government as a 'mistake', an 'early assessment' which 



7 
 

should not have been included. 
And that it would be cost-engineered back down to the claimed '$250 million' base 
cost. 
 
In that 'mistaken' Slattery effort the Project Cost was set at around $354 million, but 
with no GST added and a host of exclusions although Slattery noted- as required- that it 
had captured around 85% of costs although not necessarily including GST. In all, that 
first iteration meant that the basic cost including GST was very close to $410 million 
and way over if another 15% of exclusions was added on. And were the exclusions 
really only 15% since their underpinning calculations appear not to have been detailed? 
At the same time the $410 million did not include Exhibit costs- another $50 million- 
because the Museum would garner that through sponsorship. (2 and 9) 
 
The sophistry here was exceptional in that the Total Project Cost would have 
exceeded $500 million plus, without inflation. 
 
In a private communication a leading Powerhouse Museum Alliance (PMA) member 
raised the following issues about Slattery costing Version II (2 and 9): 
 
'The cost of $297,819,000 + 15%  = $342,491,850 not counting exclusions and changes 
to the design since May 2024.The figures were calculated on the plans as at 3 April 
2024. So it doesn’t include the complicated brick skin over the Wran building alluding to 
some fake stratigraphy, or the covered roof terrace and amenities on top of the Switch 
House [now deleted because of cost], and other changes to the plans since the EIS 
went on exhibition.                                                                                                                       It also 
doesn’t include any museum / exhibition / theatre fit out as far as I can see.   
 
The list of the changes to the design in the Submissions and Amendment Report are on 
this link. 
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getCon
tent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240903T100103.445%20GMT 
 
Cost is now $297,819,000, leaving change of $2.181m from the government’s fictional 
$300 million budget. The costings are still based on information supplied on 3 April 
2024. 
 Without any explanation Slattery has knocked $100m off the project cost, they now 
say the design life is 100 years not 50 years, but the project has actually increased in 
size and complexity with the addition of a new covered roof top space with facilities on 
top of the Switch House [now deleted due to cost and complexity]. Also there are 
increases in the size of the shops / creative industry spaces. Much trumpeted solar 
panels are not costed ' 
(2) 
 
Now, somehow, at least $56 million has been flensed from a project which has a 
number of additional variations and add-ons but costs about $54 million less than 
shown in EIS  effort I. If approximately 15% has been removed, yet there is more of the 
project to cost, are we seeing a loaves and fishes miracle and, if not, do the plans in this 

https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240903T100103.445%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240903T100103.445%20GMT
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EIS actually represent a shrunken reality and therefore would need to be subject of yet 
another EIS- version III? 
 
To put it kindly there is a disjunct between various parts of this EIS II and it has 
major inconsistencies. 
 
Moreover, the Museum CEO noted at the Budget Estimates on 6 
September (2024), that indeed the taxpayer was now covering some of the exhibit 
development costs at Parramatta. 
(See comments on Space $18 million exhibit in my Submission I for this Committee) 
Presumably the $75 million the Museum will need to raise there will come ahead of the 
$50 million needed for Ultimo? 
 
Added to which the promulgated Ultimo cost at approximately $300 million should 
include GST- @ 10%- and the 15 % not included in the following list of exceptions- and 
more costs with additional new build [Now much greater after the 2025 
'Modifications'] and variations also requiring health and fire safety (etc.) costs? 
Also requiring GST? (2) 
 
The following is from the Slattery's document: 
 
'Exclusions can be found below: 
- Temporary propping to Wran building existing roof frame [Now demolished- replaced 
with uncosted new build] 
- Allowance for works to external walls of existing substation including extending 
existing walls  - Allowance for make good works to existing building elements 
- Allowances for fire protection to existing building elements 
- Allowances for undefined upgrade or refurbishment works to existing building 
elements 
- Allowances for modifications to existing frames to Wran building arched roofs  [Now 
demolished- replaced with uncosted new build] 
- Allowances for fall arrest / façade / roof maintenance systems 
- Internal doors where the specification and documentation is insufficient to quantify 
materials 
  
After inputting all available material information, Slattery has covered approximately 85 
% of the cost  of the substructure, superstructure, envelope, finishes, fitments, 
services, and external works.' [Stet] 
 
In simple arithmetical terms that equals $300 million + $ 30 million (GST) + $45 million 
(the 15% not included + GST?) + $50 million (exhibits- for which there are no details so 
how costed?) + BPI inflation over a minimum of 3.5 years- anybody's guess. 
Without any BPI inflation or coverage of variations and additions that is a minimum 
of $425 million, and counting. 
[More now with all the extra demolition and new build uncosted?} 
Plus demolition costs of......what, exactly?  [Now exacerbated with 
unquantified demolition and new build costs] 
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Total Project Cost? 
Anybody's guess without publication of relevant documents. 
 
(2) 
The Powerhouse Museum Alliance museum expert added the following in the context of 
(unnecessary and wasteful) demolition costs: 
 
'Eleven steps [are] in Arup’s possible demolition and construction 
sequence. https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/
01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240909T061931.822%20GMT 
"The sequencing has been developed to demonstrate the one possible solution to the 
construction of the proposed development. Other sequences or methodologies may be 
employed by the appointed Contractor to achieve the design intent". 
In other words they don’t know how it will be done and so I don’t see how it can be 
costed. 
You know what they say about building projects where it’s cheaper to demolish the lot 
and start again? 
  [Now demolished- replaced with new build- as this 2024 analysis suggests will 
happen.  
Uncosted at least publicly- as required under Planning Regulations and unspecified in 
the 'Modifications' EIS III document] 
 
This will be a budget fiasco like Parramatta.' [and Snowy Hydro or BOM's new 
website] 
(2) 
This objector is in complete agreement with those comments and with the following, 
also by the PMA museum expert: 
 
'In addition the new proposed variegated brick covered façade of the Wran building to 
represent of the pre-contact stratigraphy of the site is now vastly more complex and 
expensive than a normal roof.' (3,4, 6) 
 
Plus the Slattery document appears to offer a flabby attempt at stating exclusions but 
not showing a detailed range of their potential costs. (2) 
 
Also, the Museum and Government claim they have detailed engineering reports on the 
upgrade costs for the delayed maintenance (roof, gutters, etc.) so why can't Slatterys 
undertake a detailed QS of the '[undefined] upgrade or refurbishment works to existing 
building elements'? (2) 
 
Undefined? 
Not 'detailed'? 
(27, 2,9) 
That is not what the CEO and Government have publicly claimed- that they had to close 
the Museum because engineering reports showed the buildings were in such a poor 
condition- after only 35 years- that almost all exhibits had to be removed, it was unsafe 

https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240909T061931.822%20GMT
https://majorprojects.planningportal.nsw.gov.au/prweb/PRRestService/mp/01/getContent?AttachRef=EXH-70255721%2120240909T061931.822%20GMT
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for visitors and they could not be upgraded sequentially. From the PMA perspective 
even though we don't believe that 'the building was unsafe for visitors',  if we assume it 
is true it follows that MAAS failed in their duty of care to the public, so we must ask for 
how long before it was closed was it 'unsafe' during which time visitors were permitted 
to enter? And what engineering reports were received- and when- which 
established that the building was ‘unsafe’? 
 
No wonder Slatterys appear unable to calculate some of these exclusions and does this 
not throw into doubt the accuracy and transparency (27) of Government and the CEO's 
claims? 
No wonder the Minister will not actually release relevant documents despite his 
claimed readiness to do so. 
 
Plus on top of the direct construction and fit out costs there are all all these continuing 
consultant costs and a normal 10% to cover unforseens and further variations appears 
to be missing. 
And any 'fixed price building contract' is open to claims based on unexpressed 
complications, unknown negative factors, inevitable variations and so on. 
[Now replaced with uncosted demolition and new build] 
 
 
Thus, without the faux accounting, this debacle will likely have a Total Project 
Cost- once again- of around $500m + in today's dollars. (2, 27) 
 
This is not transparent accounting (27) 
 
Yet the fiscal and financial situation, based on a statement in this EIS version II, 
becomes even more misleading in terms of the underpinning Business Case which, 
of course, has not been released.' 
 
B) Business Case- the failed, misleading, incompetent visitor and space 
underpinnings of the implied 2024,  EIS II, 'Business Case': 
 
The following illustrates that to describe this bureaucratic, jargon-filled document 
'justifying' the 'Revitalised' PHM U, as 'deeply sub-optimal', is a grievous under 
statement. Please read the following forensic, detailed analysis which was completely 
disregarded by INSW and the Department of Planning. 
 
'3.1) The miracle of 2 million visitors predicted after the opening of this Ultimo 
Entertainment and Event Centre the 'PHM U': 
(7,27,2, 3,9,21) 
The claim in the EIS version II that the PHM has around 800,000 visitors a year and that 
the 'revitalised' facility will have up to 2,000,000 visitors after opening, is a core 'fact' to 
interested experts such as me. These figures must be contained in the missing 
'Business Case'. 
 
Comparative facilities in Australia would be the National Gallery of Victoria (NGV), with 



11 
 

reported visitation of 2.461 million in 2022-2023, while the Art Gallery of NSW 
(AGNSW)- after the opening of Sydney Modern- had a claimed attendance of over 2 
million visitors in the twelve months from opening, by December 2023. 
 
The square display space in m2 for the NGV is currently in excess of approximately 
20,000m2 and will be expanded by another 13,000m2 by 2028 in the contemporary 
project underway. To this is added a new open space of approximately 17,000m2. 
The AGNSW doubled its display space to 16,000m2 plus with Sydney Modern and there 
are at least 7,000m2 of open space adjacent to the gallery's two principal buildings. 
 
In both cases there are massive additions in m2 to available display spaces plus other 
food and beverage facilities and circulation spaces and major new open, greened 
spaces. Yet, even with these spaces, on busy days the facilities are absolutely packed 
and 'heaving'. 
 
In another facility- the Science Museum London, which this objector knows well- there 
are seven levels of display space and the year 2000 added the Wellcome Wing- whose 
totals, altogether, exceeds approximately 50,000m2. The museum receives 
approximately  3.2 to 3.8 million visitors per annum. This too is packed and 'heaving' at 
points in the year when school holidays and public holidays coincide. 
 
The stress on the maintenance of every part of these facilities' public spaces- and the 
operational costs- especially of the toilets and food and beverage facilities, can be 
extreme during peak periods. 
In each of these cases, as examples, the need to handle massive crowd peaks has 
determined, in part, the expansion of spaces. 
 
Turning now to the EIS proposal for Ultimo, it is extraordinary that the m2 of display 
space is being reduced from the approximately 21,000m2 space in 1988 to 
approximately 5,200m2 in the plans as outlined in the EIS version II. Just over 
6,200m2 if the theatre is included. (7,27,2, 3,9) 
 
The EIS response claims that this reduction/comparison is false because what is 
proposed is a different 'typology' of display space. As a museum planning expert this 
objector- supported by highly experienced members of the PMA and museum display 
designers- can state categorically that the proposed three remaining large volumes are 
highly unsuitable to display at least 85% of the museum's collections because they are 
generally smaller than a large chair or table and require smaller spaces within which to 
be safely viewed. Instead, it is clear that the proposed three large volumes will 
resemble spaces such as the Main Hall of Tate Modern, in London, or the large volume 
spaces in Le Grand Palais in Paris, a heritage exhibition complex from the age of cast 
iron and glass somewhat similar to the original Great Exhibition in London from 1851. In 
Le Grand Palais, for example, the majestic Bill Viola immersive experience was 
presented in 2016- which this objector visited. (3,7,2,27,21) 
 
Suffice to say that such an immersive experience - even in the vast spaces of Le Grand 
Palais- required a visitation approach of timed tickets even on quieter days. It is also 
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the case that this experience exhibited no objects and was entirely audio-visual. 
Moreover it was best experienced by sitting on the floor to permit visual access high up 
in the vast volumes. It was not a museum exhibition in the normal understanding of the 
word: 'museum'. This [statement] is in keeping with the new ICOM definition of a 
museum: 'A museum is a not-for-profit, permanent institution in the service of society 
that researches, collects, conserves, interprets and exhibits tangible and intangible 
heritage'. 
 
Yet- and construing various comments about 'typology' and possible 'exhibition' 
modalities- this is what is proposed for the 'Revitalised' Powerhouse Ultimo- not, 
incidentally, [then- 2024 EIS II] nominated as a museum. This and a wide range of music 
raves and fashion parties as trialed by the CEO in the Boiler Hall and Turbine Hall of the 
Powerhouse Museum during 2022 to 2024 and which caused damage to many objects 
such as the Bleriot monoplane, with the destruction of the showcases and the flooring 
'revitalisation' and 'trialing', with their resulting clouds of toxic dust. 
 
What makes this extraordinary reduction in existing display spaces even more 
ridiculous is the idea that, at peak visitation periods when demand might exceed 40,000 
potential visitors a day (10 am to midnight), such visitor volumes can be safely and 
adequately housed in just (21,3,7) about 6,500m2 (maximum including circulation) of 
space. Especially if visitors are wanting to sit on the floor to view the upper spaces of 
the three volumes for the immersive audio-visual presentations, instead of standing in a 
packed space craning their necks as is now required in, for example, the Sistine 
Chapel- a most uncomfortable experience as any visitor there will tell you. 
(3,7,9,27,21)     

(For Illustration please see attached document. Source: Fact Sheet: Design - 
Powerhouse Ultimo Revitalisation, May 2024, p.4) 
 
The kind of density unregulated visitation might reach could be as high as 10,000 or 
more per hour. 
Regulation of numbers will reduce potential visitation for a number of reasons thus 
probably damaging the Business Case (21). 
Such numbers were reached after the second stage of the 1988 Wran era Powerhouse 
Museum project opened and, at that time, the facility was packed and 'heaving' with 
approximately 75% more display space to accommodate the visitors than is proposed 
in this EIS version II. 
 
These factors will severely limit the potential visitation at any given time  so significantly 
that the suggested 2 million visitors per annum becomes a kind of hallucination or 
fantasy. As for exit during a fire and broader health and safety challenges- it will be 
exceptionally difficult to meet the requirements for visitor evacuation, let alone the 
international requirements for museum climate and light controls for objects. (3,7,21) 
 
It is suggested that MAAS officers, Treasury, INSW 'public servants' and Create 
NSW bureaucrats be asked questions about this hallucination. 
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So the suggested upper visitation level of 2 million per annum for EIS version II 
appears to experts as amateur, risky, unreliable and poorly informed. (3,7,9,21,27)' 
 
B) The missing, new PHM U Business Case: instead, the EIS II substituted a 
summary of the BC from the 2018-9 PHM P Business Case. 
 
The bureaucrats excelled themselves here, breaking key Planning Regulation 
requirements. To substitute as described above an earlier, outdated, faulted BC for 
another facility, which they did, demonstrates a clear intent to deceive, distract 
and- in reality- lie to the public. The following is the rebuttal section which 
forensically analyses this deliberate omission: 
 
'3.2) The missing Business Case for the Ultimo 'Revitalisation'. 
 
In NSW the Treasury requires that, at an absolute minimum, the ratio of capital 
expenditure to return is $1 to $1. Usually, it is required to be substantially more than 
this. Exactly how and what Treasury has permitted as basal data in the hidden Business 
Case for Ultimo, and what algorithms and ratios have been established is unknown. So 
the following simplistic ‘thought experiments’ are just that. 
 
In 2019 the Business Case (BC) for the Parramatta Powerhouse project was forced out 
of the then Government's clutches by a successful demand from the Upper House, 
utilising the SO 52 mechanism. The resulting analyses of that BC demonstrated that 
this sprawling, flaccid morass was completely faulted and presaged a financial and 
fiscal debacle. Although it was claimed to be 'Cabinet in confidence' and 'commercially 
sensitive' its release appears to have had no negative impact on the rampant 
commercial development now being undertaken in this 'Westfield by the Water'- there 
will be many thousands of m2 of leased spaces which no doubt will be successfully 
rented out to unsuspecting commercial tenants. Not to mention the faux 'hotel' for 
visiting 'creatives' and students which the 'Powerhouse' will manage. What could 
possibly go wrong? 
 
Turning to the BC for the Ultimo 'Revitalisation', this 'transparent' (27) Government and 
Minister will not release even a summary BC for public examination unlike for a number 
of other projects. Why? 
 
Perhaps it has something to do with such factors as follows: (2) 
 
Powerhouse Museum Ultimo will cost at least $400 million, probably closer to $500 
million so, say, $450 million. Thus for a return of the $450 million - plus annualised 
operational costs which are unknown to the public- over a period, say, of ten years- that 
has to be $45 million plus operational costs of, say, $20 million annually. This last figure 
may seem high but the processing, safely, of 2 million visitors per annum and the 
claimed rapid turnover of 3,000 (small?) objects per year with accompanying massive 
‘immersive experiences’ is an expensive process. 
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So- just as a ‘thought experiment’ example- the total of $65 million must be equalled by 
net revenue of an equal amount in the dollars of the opening year, not inflated and 
maintaining the same purchasing value, out over ten years. 
 
That means, at a maximum of 2 million visitors a year- challenged above, of course- 
each visitor must spend $32.50 net in each visit. Each man, woman, child, LGBTQI+ 
person and the disabled plus visitors from far afield in Sydney/regional NSW (expensive 
transport to and from, parking, etc), educands, and folks from low income and First 
Nations background (21,27). 
 
Based on current visitor trends to cultural institutions in NSW, the failure of the BC 
for AGNSW Sydney Modern, the decline of take-up of Festival tickets and Night 
Time economy venues, despite massive Government intervention, this basis for a 
successful BC for PHM U is clearly nonsense. 

The Committee is requested to force the release of the hidden PHM U Business 
Case and question Treasury, MAAS, INSW, Planning and Create NSW about this 
travesty. 
 
D) Total Heritage Destruction: 
 
To recap: 
 
"  
 
As Mr. Alan Croker, of Design 5, and I have written about the PHM U project described in 
the two 2024 EIS: 
 
(Sharp) 'This second EIS is the 'work' product of a sprawling morass of Public Servants 
and consultants whose purpose is succinctly described in this excerpt: 
 
(Croker) 'The process that has resulted in this proposal has been fatally flawed 
from the beginning, being driven by an agenda to dismantle and destroy the 
museum, an investigation and decision-making process that had little to no 
transparency AND the unwillingness of a new government to call out and rectify 
these errors. …' 
 
Mr. Croker wrote at greater length in his response to the first PHMU EIS of 2024: 
 
''This ‘Powerhouse Ultimo Revitalisation’ proposal almost completely erases the 
Powerhouse Museum and the intangible and innate connection between the buildings 
and spaces, AND the collection, and what is not erased is entombed in new structure to 
conceal it........ 
… if approved, this SSD proposal will set a dangerous precedent for heritage 
conservation and adaptive reuse in this state. 
If executed, this proposal could well be regarded as one of NSW’s greatest acts of 
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vandalism to a publicly owned and funded cultural institution this century. 
This SSD MUST NOT be approved.' " 
 
To simplify this issue it is recommended that Mr. Alan Croker, of Design 5, Ms. Kylie 
Winkworth, Ms. Elizabeth Farrelly, a representative of Sydney City Council and a 
representative of the National Trust be called as witnesses after officers from INSW, 
Create NSW, MAAS, the Heritage Council (President), the Department of Heritage and 
the Department of Planning give witness to this Committee on the PHM U THD. 
 
Two further sections of my EIS II rebuttal seem especially relevant right now: 
 
"'4.5) Entertainment and museums: which is the dog and which is the tail? 
 
There is a sense in the incompletely stated values and objectives underpinning the 
whole project as outlined in EIS II, that entertaining the public is what museums mainly 
should do. In many ways this is false since mental, emotional and cultural engagement- 
which is educational- is the true function of museums. Engagement which has a 
serious core, is part of an intellectual architecture which is flexible and responsive to 
diverse cultures, relates back to changing insights into the collections and addresses 
contemporary and future issues and narratives. (27,3,21) 
 
There is nothing wrong in entertaining visitors- heck, this objector noted around the 
Wran era project opening in mid 1988 that this museum was more than just a museum 
since musical instruments could be played, films could be shown, interactives could 
inspire and intrigue and so on- but at the heart lay the collections and the heritage, 
history and creative ideas which contextualise and underpin each item. This objector, 
for example, also started the highly successful: 'Friday Night at The ROM' in 1998 which 
was almost all about relevant entertainment in the dark and frigid nights of a Canadian 
winter and was always contextualised in some way to enhance true engagement by a 
wide range of visitors. 
 
But this, as it were, is the tail of the dog while the main part of the animal is its curators, 
research, education and, most obviously, its collections. Now it seems the tail as 
described in EIS II is a massive, bloated appendage about four or five times larger and 
much more important than the canine itself which has shrunk by 75%. This subject will 
be returned to below.  It should also be noted that a brilliant exhibition: 'Real Wild Child' 
about the history of modern rock music, utilising the collections and also a wide range 
of audio-visual and interactive displays was mounted between 1994 and the 2010s. It 
was an exemplary, educational, entertaining and engaging exhibition setting a standard 
never again achieved at the PHM after 2016. 
 
See: https://shadowcabi.net/other-media/cd-roms/real-wild-child-press.html 

6) Conclusion: 
 
(2,3,4,6,7,9,19,21,27) 
 

https://url.au.m.mimecastprotect.com/s/VG_HC6XEX8fVQDMQf6hWC5hL0e?domain=shadowcabi.net
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This SSD and the EIS II is a hoax, a vast flaccid mechanism to set up a mainly false 
group of criteria, procedures and targets then, in a parallel reality answer these, ticking 
the faux boxes thereby avoiding and evading core realities and misleading the public 
and the taxpayers of NSW. In constructing and then following this bureaucratic 
labyrinth the public servants, politicians and consultants are misdirecting public 
attention away from what are real, core issues to false and esoteric rituals and arcane 
values which hide the truth from public view. In so doing this EIS version II is profoundly 
wasteful and ill judged, being fiscally and financially profligate, factually misleading, 
completely unsustainable, carbon emissions unacceptable, heritage destructive and 
amateur in regards to modern and future-looking museum practice. A complete review 
by independent experts [or Independent Committee of Parliament] is required not some 
specious, ignorant, propagandist echo chamber, such as the so-called ‘Reference 
Panel’ [MAAS distraction entity]." 
 
Dr Lindsay Sharp, 
 
(Founding Director, Powerhouse Museum, 1978-1988) 
 


